REMARKS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action 
dated September 15, 2010. Claims 7, 12, 14, 17 and 29 to 34 are pending in the 
application, of which Claims 7, 12 and 17 are independent. Reconsideration and further 
examination are respectfully requested. 

Claims 12, 14, 31 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 for allegedly 
being directed to non-statutory subject matter. In particular, the Office Action alleges that 
independent Claim 12 can be directed to software per se, whereas Claim 14 is directed to 
transitory subject matter such as a signal. 

The rejection is traversed. In particular, the cited portion of the 
specification ignores both the preceding paragraph and the last phrase of the cited portion. 
The preceding paragraph and the ignored phrase clearly state that the program code is 
stored on and read out of a computer-readable physical medium and is executed by a 
computer. Additionally, independent Claim 12 is directed to an apparatus, and not to the 
program codes cited by the Office Action. Moreover, the specification is seen to disclose 
hardware which can correspond to the claimed units. Nevertheless, without conceding the 
correctness of this rejection and solely in an effort to expedite prosecution, independent 
Claim 12 has been amended to recite a memory and a processor executing steps stored in 
the memory. 

Meanwhile, with respect to Claim 14, it is not seen how the claimed storage 
medium is interpreted as "transitory". First, consistent with the specification, the 
specification recites non-transitory media such as a hard disk. Furthermore, the 



specification is not seen to disclose that any storage media are transitory, much less that the 
storage media might be signals. 

Moreover, Claim 14 is directed to a "computer-readable storage medium" 
and not to a "computer-readable medium". Thus, Claim 14 cannot reasonably be 
interpreted to cover a transitory medium, since a transitory medium does not include the 
possibility of "storage", as specified in Claim 14. 

Accordingly, even when given its broadest reasonable interpretation 
consistent with the specification and the claim language, it is not understood how the 
claimed storage medium is interpreted as "transitory", or somehow susceptible to a 
rejection under §101. 

Nevertheless, without conceding the correctness of the rejection and solely 
in an effort to expedite prosecution. Claim 14 has been amended to recite a "non-transitory 
computer-readable storage medium". 

Withdrawal of the § 101 rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 7, 12 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,633,400 (Sasaki) and U.S. Patent No. 7,218,405 (Aschenbrenner). Claim 14 
was rejected under § 103(a) over Sasaki, Aschenbrenner and U.S. Publication No. 
2002/0105661 (Nishida). Claims 29, 31 and 33 were rejected under § 103(a) over Sasaki, 
Aschenbrenner and "www.digitalissues.co.uk/misc/cnrdqr.html" (Digital Issues). Claims 
30, 32 and 34 were rejected under § 103(a) over Sasaki, Aschenbrenner, Digital Issues and 
U.S. Publication No. 2001/0029530 (Naito). Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejections are respectfully requested. 
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Independent Claims 7, 12 and 17 generally concern downloading resources 
to a device having a printing function. There is a determination of processing of a resource 
which is downloadable to the device, in dependence on the resource to be downloaded to 
the device. 

According to aspects of Claims 7, 12 and 17, when a user designates a 
download of a font or form on a user interface screen, fonts or forms which are not stored 
in the device among the fonts or forms displayed on the user interface screen are 
downloaded, fonts or forms which are stored in the device and not displayed on the screen 
are deleted, and fonts or forms which are stored in the device and displayed on the screen 
are left as is. 

By virtue of this arrangement, it is ordinarily possible to ensure that only 
fonts or forms displayed on the user interface screen are stored at the device, while at the 
same time maintaining fonts or forms which are still desired by the user. 

Referring specifically to claim language, independent Claim 7 is directed to 
a resource processing method for downloading resources to a device having a printing 
function. A decision step determines processing of a resource which is downloadable to 
the device, in dependence on the resource to be downloaded to the device, and the resource 
is processed. If it is determined in the decision step that the resource is a font or a form, 
the resource is processed such that when a download is designated by a user on a user 
interface screen for downloading the user font or form, fonts or forms which are not stored 
in the device among the fonts or forms displayed on the user interface screen are 
downloaded into the device, fonts or forms which are stored in the device and are not 
displayed on the user interface screen are deleted from the device, and fonts or forms which 
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are stored in the device and are displayed on the user interface screen are left as is. If it is 
determined in the decision step that the resource is a color profile, the resource is processed 
such that when a download is designated by a user on a user interface screen for 
downloading a color profile, a color profile which is not stored the device among color 
profiles displayed on the user interface screen is downloaded into the device, and color 
profiles which are stored in the device and are not displayed on the user interface screen are 
not deleted. 

Independent Claims 12 and 17 are directed to an apparatus and a method, 
respectively, substantially in accordance with the method of Claim 7. 

The applied art is not seen to disclose or suggest the features of Claims 7, 
12 and 17, and in particular is not seen to disclose or suggest at least the features of 
downloading designated fonts or forms displayed on a user interface screen which are not 
stored in a device, deleting fonts or forms which are stored in the device and are not 
displayed on the screen, and leaving as is fonts or forms which are stored in the device and 
which are displayed on the screen. 

Pages 12 and 13 of the Office Action concede that Sasaki does not disclose 
downloading designated fonts or forms displayed on a user interface screen which are not 
stored in a device and deleting fonts or forms which are stored in the device and are not 
displayed on the screen. Applicants agree, and submit that it logically follows that Sasaki 
also does not disclose or suggest downloading designated fonts or forms displayed on a 
user interface screen which are not stored in a device, deleting fonts or forms which are 
stored in the device and are not displayed on the screen, and leaving as is fonts or forms 
which are stored in the device and which are displayed on the screen. 
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Nevertheless, the Office Action relies on Aschenbrenner for the features 
missing from Sasaki. As understood by Applicants, Aschenbrenner is directed to tagging 
data objects with secondary resources that specify rendering attributes. See 
Aschenbrenner, Abstract. 

According to Aschenbrenner (Column 11, lines 7 to 21), downloaded 
resources can be cached or captured. Cached resources are available in the printer for the 
duration of the job, but generally are deleted when the server session ends or when the 
printer is powered down or restarted. Captured resources, on the other hand, become 
resident in the printer and last across server sessions and power-off cycles. Resources can 
be captured if the resource is made capturable and the printer has sufficient storage to save 
the resources. See Aschenbrenner, Column 11, lines 7 to 21. 

Thus, Aschenbrenner simply deletes cached resources, and maintains 
captured resources if space is available. Aschenbrenner is not seen to disclose or suggest 
determining whether or not to delete or maintain stored resources based on whether the 
resources are displayed on a user interface screen, much less downloading designated fonts 
or forms displayed on a user interface screen which are not stored in a device, deleting 
fonts or forms which are stored in the device and are not displayed on the screen, and 
leaving as is fonts or forms which are stored in the device and which are displayed on the 
screen. 

Nishida, Digital Issues and Naito have been reviewed and are not seen to 
remedy the deficiencies of Sasaki and Aschenbrenner. 

Therefore, independent Claims 7, 12 and 17 are believed to be in condition 
for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested. 
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The other claims in the application are each dependent from the independent 
claims discussed above and are believed to be allowable for at least the same reasons. 
Because each dependent claim is deemed to define an additional aspect of the claims, 
however, the individual consideration of each on its own merits is respectfully requested. 
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